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1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 7/24/09 
has been entered. 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 107,1 13,1 17-123,125-129,131 ,132, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The 
claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a 
way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the 
time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

For claims 113,121,127, the claims are found to contain new matter that is not 
supported by the specification as originally filed. The claimed step of accessing a 
database automatically with the computer system to identify a plurality of properties 
corresponding to the high resolution information is considered to be new matter. As 
best understood by the examiner, a user submits input that identifies a geographic 
region and the properties are identified based on the geographic region that was input, 
not based on the high resolution information. The properties are not identified by using 
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the high resolution data, the input from the user identifies the geographic region that the 
properties are to come from. This step appears to be new matter that is not supported 
by the specification as originally filed. Where was this disclosed in the specification as 
originally filed? The examiner also feels that the limitation that recites the updating of 
the AVM is done for properties that do not have an AVM value already stored is also 
new matter. The specification as originally filed disclosed that the AVM values are 
calculated up front during a setup process. They are not calculated only when a query 
from a user is received, which appears to be what is claimed. This also appears to be 
new matter. Where does support come for this limitation? Applicant has also claimed 
that the DVS is now based on a confidence indicator with a statistical variance, absolute 
difference discounting of predetermined financial factors and comparisons of AVM 
values with prices. It was not disclosed in the specification as originally filed that the 
DVS was based on a confidence indicator with a statistical variance and the other 
variables all at the same time. The confidence indicator is a number that represents the 
accuracy of the AVM value itself, it was not disclosed as being used to determine the 
AVM value. The DVS is not calculated based on a confidence indicator with a statistical 
variance as applicant is now claiming. Where is this disclosed in the specification as 
originally filed? Also found to be new matter is the limitation that there is a predefined 
threshold of the confidence factor, such that when it is reached, the AVM and DVS is 
recalculated. Where was this disclosed in the specification as originally filed? The 
examiner has read the specification twice and cannot find where these limitations were 
originally disclosed. The claims appear to now contain a lot of new matter. 
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4. Claims 107,113,117-123,125-129,131,132, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
first paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) 
contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

For claims 1 1 3,1 21 ,1 27, applicant has claimed that the DVS is based on a 
confidence indicator with a statistical variance, along with an absolute difference 
discounting of predetermined financial factors. Also claimed is that the updating is done 
based on weighted geographical and spatial differences. Also claimed is a threshold for 
the confidence indicator, that if reached, causes the AVM and DVS to be recalculated. 

With respect to the weighting of the updating of the AVM, it does not appear that 
the specification enables one of skill in the art on how to go about doing what is 
claimed. This was briefly discussed in paragraph 89. It is stated that the AVM property 
adjustments can be weighted, but applicant never actually discloses how this is done, 
other than so state that one properly may value higher than another due to weighting. 
How does one configure the AVM calculation to take into account the claimed 
geographical and spatial differences? How exactly is the weighting accomplished? 
This is not disclosed by applicant. The general idea of weighting the variables was 
disclosed, but only in a generic sense and not with enough detail to allow one of skill in 
the art to make and use the invention without undue experimentation so that the AVM is 
adjusted by weighting with geographical and spatial differences. It concerns the 
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examiner that this limitation is only discussed in one small paragraph of the specification 
and it was never disclosed how to do it with any meaningful amount of detail, but now is 
relied upon for novelty. The examiner does not feel that this feature is enabled under 
112,1 st . 

With respect to the DVS being based on a confidence indicator with a statistical 
variance, there is no discussion in the specification of how one of skill in the art would 
do what is claimed. As stated previously, the confidence indicator is not used to 
calculate the DVS, it is used to represent the accuracy of the AVM value. How can one 
calculate the DVS based on the confidence factor for the AVM when this was not even 
disclosed in the specification as originally filed? This is not clear at all. One of skill in 
the art would have to essentially invent their own method to be able to do what is 
claimed because applicant has not disclosed how they accomplish this step. How is 
this done? 

With respect to reciting that the DVS is also based on the discounting of various 
financial factors, how is this done? Applicant has disclosed the general concept of 
discounting financial factors in paragraph 29, but with minimal specificity. How is this 
done? How is the discounting actually being performed? All that is disclosed as an 
example is that a user may desire to discount properties that might pass the differential 
valuation requirement but that are encumbered by additional fees. It is noted though, 
that the applicant never disclosed how the discounting is done. One of skill in the art 
would be left simply guessing and inventing their own method to discount the financial 
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factors because applicant has not disclosed how it is done. This does not appear to be 
enabled. 

With respect to the threshold for the confidence indicator, that if reached, causes 
the AVM and DVS to be recalculated, how is this done? The examiner does not even 
see where this was disclosed in the specification as originally filed, so when reviewing 
the specification for guidance on how this is done, there is none found. The examiner 
does not see where this was disclosed with any amount of detail that would allow one of 
skill in the art to do what is claimed without undue experimentation. 

In an overall sense, the examiner is concerned that the newly added claim 
limitations are directed to aspects of the invention that were only very briefly disclosed 
in only a generic sense and with no real substantive discussion on how one of skill in 
the art would actually go about and do what is claimed. The end result that applicant 
desires is claimed, but the specific manner by which that result is obtained is not 
disclosed so that one of skill in the art can do what is claimed. This presents 
enablement issues in the opinion of the examiner. 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 7/24/09 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant has made numerous claim amendments and has argued that they 
render the claims patentable over the previously applied prior art. Upon reviewing the 
claims it is noted that they appear to contain new matter that is not supported in the 
specification as originally filed. Applicant has relied upon paragraphs 29-30,37- 
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42,45,74,87,89-92 and figures 2 and 5-6 for support for the amendments to the claims. 
Upon reviewing those portions of the specification it is noted that they do not support 
what is claimed as has been addressed by the examiner. Also, a lot of what is claimed 
is not seen as being enabled under 1 12,1st. Applicant has amended the claims to 
contain new matter, and to contain subject matter that is not enabled by the originally 
filed specification. The absence of a prior art rejection to the claims should not be taken 
as an informal indicator of allowable subject matter because much of the recent claim 
amendments are new matter and are not considered to be enabled. Applicant has gone 
outside the original disclosure in the most recent amendment. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dennis Ruhl whose telephone number is 571-272-6808. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Janice Mooneyham can be reached on 571-272-6805. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Dennis Ruhl/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3689 



